The significant role of the media, in general, and the movies, in particular, in disseminating information and creating images of the real life by use of the language as a powerful social tool is totally irrefutable. Although critical analysis of the movie discourse is a fashionable trend among the critical discourse analysts, there is a paucity of research on movie discourse in Iran. Besides, the increasing number of the anti-Iranian movies produced in the last decade and the growing tendency among the English students to watch American movies, have established the need for conducting a research to investigate the images of Iranians represented in the Western movies. Thus, in this article an anti-Iranian movie called Iranium, allegedly labeled as documentary, has been critically analyzed using Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). For this purpose, Van Dijk's framework (2004) has been utilized to uncover the ideological manipulations and misrepresentations of this movie. The analysis revealed that the dichotomy of in-group favoritism vs. out-group derogation is a very effective discursive strategy at the disposal of the movie makers who have used language as a weapon to attack Iran by representing a distorted and unrealistic image of the Iranians' history, culture and ideologies. The findings of the present study imply that adopting a critical discourse analysis perspective in the EFL classes is a necessity which needs the development of the required materials, by the curriculum developers, that raise the students' critical awareness as well as their language skills and proficiency.
Introduction

Statement of the Problem
Media today has become an integral part of life in modern societies. Development of new technologies, computer and entertainment industries including the film industry has encouraged "a titanic struggle among some of the largest corporations in the world for control of a consolidated information industry" (Hamelink, 1997) . Hollywood which is often used as a metonymy for American cinema is the birthplace of some of the biggest film production who have been in charge of the production of the most famous blockbusters of all times. This symbol of movie industry has had a profound impact on the modern societies since the early 20th century. As a matter of fact, "not only does Hollywood have a negative impact on society, but it is also becoming an obsession with people living normal lives all around the world" (Miller, 2007) . This obsession has become even epidemic in some Western societies. People, especially the adolescents, follow the celebrities lead on TV shows and movies and try to look like them both physically and morally. The ideal body image presented by the motion pictures is skinniness and it is no longer appropriate to have curves or extra weight. More important, Hollywood films and music videos promote sex which damages the moral values and leads the very young astray. The above-mentioned negative effects are only a handful of what is really happening in the real world due to the dominance of the cinema and the movie productions among the adolescents.
The situation is different for Iranians. First, there is a great tendency, nowadays, among English students as well as their teachers to increase their exposure to the foreign language by watching movies, sitcoms, TV series, talk shows and documentaries. Students try to watch as many movies as possible in order to boost their listening ability and, at the same time, enjoy the contents of the films, most of which are not suitable for their age. Second, the media representation of Iranians in the West is totally distorted and stereotypic. After the Iranian revolution of 1979 followed by the break-down of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the end of the Cold War, Muslims including Iranians suddenly emerged as the arch-enemy of the West, especially the Americans. As a matter of fact, American leaders felt the need to have a new enemy in order to justify their hegemony over the world. They portrayed Iranians to the Western people, who at that time could hardly find Iran or any other Middle Eastern country on the map, as terrorists and barbaric, cruel savages with no civilization. This situation was aggravated after the declaration of 'war on terror' by George W. Bush administration after the 9/11 attacks on the Twin Towers of the World Trade Center complex in New York City. America started a war against Afghanistan and Iraq, two neighboring countries of Iran and the so-called 'axis of evil', to allegedly shut down al-Qaeda and other terrorist organizations. These military attacks were accompanied by a full media support and a full-fledged attack on Islamic countries especially the Islamic Republic of Iran.
Therefore, it seems necessary for the Iranian language learners to develop a critical approach toward movies and exercise caution in selecting them. They need to learn how to increase their grasp of reality and face the distortions and fabrications and this would not be possible, unless they are introduced to the techniques and procedures of manipulation and misrepresentation. As a result, this study can guide both English teachers and students in their selection of the movies and shed some light on the hidden discursive structures and ideologies embedded in their discourse.
Significance of the Study
The findings of the present study in the area of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), including the disclosure of the ideological implications of the discourse of certain movies, can be presented to the field of applied linguistics including pedagogy, and specifically curriculum and materials development to develop materials that raise the students' critical awareness as well as their self actualization and creativity. First, in the realm of pedagogy and curriculum development, teachers need to reconsider their techniques and procedures of selecting and using the mass media, especially movies, to equip their students with the basic skills of critical thinking. Second, the educational system needs to be completely reformed in the "preponderance of language usage and the somewhat invisibility of language use" (Rahimi & Sahragard, 2006, p.4) . In other words, the semantic, pragmatic and functional aspects of language are rarely taught to the students and the result is "a multitude of students with good theoretical knowledge about language but a few of them apparently have a good comprehension of semantics and the hidden messages in the language" (ibid.).
Objectives of the Study
Considering the paucity of research on movie discourse in Iran and the increasing amount of the anti-Iranian movies in the last decade, this article aims at investigating the images of Iranians represented in a Western movie.
The researchers seek to uncover the discursive structures embedded in the discourse of this movie and reveal the ideological manipulations and power relations invisible to the naked eyes. CDA techniques, proposed by Van Dijk's (2004) framework, have been utilized to scrutinize the language of the movie which represents a distorted and stereotypic image of Iranians to the world. Within this framework, the study focuses on investigating how us and them as social groups are represented in the euphemization and derogation procedures in the discourse of the Western movies. The primary objective is therefore to familiarize the audience with the techniques and procedures used by the producers of such movies to manipulate and misrepresent the truth; so that the listener/reader would be competent enough to detect the biased and exploitative language and develop a critical approach toward the movies.
Research Questions
According to the above-mentioned objectives, the focus of this study can be summarized in the following research questions:
1. What CDA techniques, discursive structures and strategies have been utilized by the producers of this movie to construct and disseminate the idea of Iranophobia? 2. What are the discursive manifestations of the ideologies and how are they achieved in the selected movie?
Approaches to Media Discourse
Many studies have been inspired due to the unquestionable power of the media throughout the world, most of which are critical in different disciplines: linguistics, semiotics, pragmatics, and discourse studies. Their approaches have been mostly content analytical which have revealed stereotypical, discriminatory, racist or sexist images in texts, photos and illustrations. The preliminary studies of media language focused mostly on easily observable surface structures, such as the prejudiced use of words in the description of 'us' and 'them' (and our/their actions and characteristics), especially in representing the communists along the sociopolitical lines. A series of studies on "Bad News" by the Media Group of Glasgow University, established the critical tone on the characteristics of TV reporting, such as the coverage of various issues (e.g. industrial strikes.) It was the systematic analysis of these events that helped the critical assessment of the subtle bias of the official media in favor of managers, nationalists or racists, for instance by comparing the people who were interviewed, their locations, the methods of interviewing and its camera angles.
Cultural Studies paradigm was the framework that was used by a number of media studies (e.g. Hall, et al., 1980) . A combination of European neo-Marxist work and British socio-cultural approaches and film analysis (Fairclough, 1995) was the basis for these studies. Within a broad cultural approach to the media text analysis was combined with analyses of images. There is a broad perspective of culture as the dialectic between social consciousness and social being within which critical analysis of media discourse is dealt with as a practice, interwoven with other practices such as social practices, and the experiences of people in their social conditions. Social practices are then examined, among many other dimensions, to analyze the ways they propagate both culture and ideology.
In the U.S. a different story emerged; Discourse structures were not the centre of attention for critical media studies. Herman and Chomsky (1988) , in their 'propaganda model' attacked the U.S. media for their scheming with official U.S. foreign policy, and from time to time refer to the use of biased and persuasive words (such as euphemisms for the brutality of the U.S. troops), but what they do not propose is a comprehensive analysis of media discourse. Furthermore, linguistics, semiotics or discourse analysis has not inspired many critical studies of the media and analysis focuses mostly on the impressionistic readings of the news. "Although in recent years there has been a growing influence of the British Cultural Studies paradigm, this has so far led to few detailed and empirical studies of media discourse" (Van Dijk, 2003:8) . Some critical studies have focused on the representation of 'race' and 'gender' in the media (e.g. Dines & Humez, 1995; Van Zoonen, 1994 in Van Dijk, 1997 . There has also been a growing critical literature on popular culture and the media, for example about soap operas (Liebes & Katz, 1990) . feminist studies, for many years have provided the richest ground for critical studies of discourse, but few of these studies have been based on a systematic theory of the structures of media genres" (p.9). However, in the past few years media studies and other social sciences as well as linguistics, semiotics and discourse analysis are being intertwined, and "a more detailed and explicit attention for the subtleties of 'texts' themselves has been the result" (Van Dijk, 2003:10) .
Besides, the majority of the studies on the nature of the media in Iran are focused entirely on newspapers, news talks and political debates and there is not much of a research on the case of the movies using CDA framework. Hence this article examines one of the productions of the movie industry which is related to the Iranian people, their history, culture, religion and modern life.
Methodology
In this article the social function of language as a powerful social practice in a specific discourse, such as media discourse, generally, and the movie discourse, particularly, has been examined. There is a great tendency, nowadays, to represent a distorted and stereotypical image of Muslims, particularly Iranians as terrorists and barbarians who want to destroy and raze to the ground the democracy and freedom of the Western world, especially, those of the American society. Therefore, by analyzing the movie, the researchers try to show how media work and how politicians and policy makers of the Western society influence the world of the media and vice versa. As a matter of fact, there is a mutual relationship between the politicians and the politics of media and how they affect each other. In order to investigate the representation of the images of Iranians in the Western movies, Van Dijk's framework as a major critical discourse analyst has been utilized.
Design
The researchers chose this movie because it was amenable to the intended CDA framework and epitomized various religious, nationalistic and political viewpoints. The language used in the movie was both politically and religiously charged and it was full of derogation and euphemization strategies or negative other-representation as well as positive self-representation. In other words, it was replete with ideologically manipulative and evaluative vocabulary. The script of the movie was analyzed within the framework proposed by (Van Dijk, 2004) . The dichotomous categorization of euphemization and derogation in his framework which reflects the basic strategy of 'negative other-representation' and 'positive self-representation' (in-group vs. out-group, us / them) has been adopted for the analysis of the data.
Analytical Framework
The framework utilized in this article is that of Van Dijk's (2004) who elaborates on 27 ideological strategies, the most prominent of which is the dichotomy of 'euphemization' and 'derogation'. This classification is very helpful in implementing the strategy of 'positive self-representation' and 'negative other-representation'. The first one which is an ideological function is used to depict oneself superior than others; while the latter is used to represent others as inferior. Positive self-representation or in-group favoritism is a semantic macro-strategy used for the purpose of 'face keeping' or 'impression management' (Van Dijk, 2004) . Negative other representation is another macro-strategy which is used to categorize people into 'in-groups and out-groups'. According to Van Dijk (2004) "the division between good and bad out-groups, is not value-free, but imbued with ideologically based applications of norms and values. These are discursive ways to enhance or mitigate our/their bad things, and hence to mark discourse ideologically.
Euphemization which is a rhetorical device helps to create positive self-representation and prevents any kind of negative impression formation against the dominant powers. This ideological function as a semantic move is in fact in concordance with another discursive structure called self-glorification mentioned in Van Dijk's framework. On the contrary, derogation as a discursive device is totally in line with another semantic device suggested by Van Dijk called 'victimization of others'. As the name suggests others' deficiencies or even ordinary characteristics are enlarged and brought to the surface. It should also be noted that the macro-strategy of positive self-representation and negative other-representation is made possible through other discursive strategies such as actor description, authority, burden, categorization, comparison, consensus, counterfactuals, disclaimers, derogation, euphemization, evidentiality, falsification, instantiation/example, generalization, hyperbole, implication, irony, lexicalization, metaphor, self-glorification, norm expression, number game, polarization, populism, presupposition, vagueness, and victimization. (For a fuller description of the terms see Van Dijk, 2004.) (2011) calls it "a malicious and contemptible absurdity paraded as documentary", bolstered by slick graphics and archival footage, lays out cases for attacking Iran and an official U.S. policy of regime change. From the interviewees to the movie's producers and writer/director, Alex Traiman, "all of the participants espouse hard-line, hawkish views on Iran" (Clifton & Gharib, 2011) . Apart from judging the validity and the credibility of the statements made in the film, Iranium leaves out a lot of important history that would help Western viewers understand U.S. relations with Iran. There is nothing about the CIA coup of the 1950s, America's support for the long-time oppressor of Iran, Mohammad Reza Shah, or "Western support for Iraq's use of weapons of mass destruction against Iran during the Iran-Iraq War" (Mundy, 2011) . What is noticeable throughout the movie is the continuous alarming tone of the interviewees and their partisan outlook, accompanied with countless stock video clips of missile launches, bomb explosions and the wounded and "a soundtrack of suspenseful music that might be used to score a thriller" (Clifton & Gharib, 2011) . A central interviewee --one who passes along a list of largely unsubstantiated links between Iran and al-Qaeda (the alliance of two adversaries with totally different ideologies) as facts --is Clare Lopez, who is also named to Clarion's advisory board.
Data Analysis: Iranium
Plot Summary
This ostensible documentary opens with a history lesson that begins in 1978 with the first signs of the widespread unrest that would eventually topple the Shah. Iran's despotic dictator is presented as "a long-time ally of the United States," as the film's narrator, Iranian actress Shohreh Aghdashloo, explains. Then comes the Islamic Revolution, and the film "places the blame squarely on the fecklessness of President Jimmy Carter" (Clifton & Gharib, 2011) . "The fact that Jimmy Carter did not support the Shah in his time of difficulties actually signaled to the Iranian people that the Shah's rule was over," says Harold Rhode, a former Pentagon analyst "involved in Douglas Feith and his Office of Special Plans' activities building a public case for war with Iraq" (ibid.). Rhode's comment hints at themes that keep reemerging throughout the documentary: The belief that in order to overcome the Middle Eastern people one should exert power and strength and that, "while Carter and Obama have been weak on Iran, Reagan's supposed strength was respected in the region" say Clifton and Gharib (2011) . After a long buildup describing Iran's desire to spread the Islamic Revolution abroad (such as through its alliance with Venezuela's Hugo Chavez), and its so-called brutality to annihilate its opponents and terrorize its enemies, the film describes the Iranian nuclear program. Iran's public avowals of the program's peaceful aims are dismissed, and the next section --titled "Pushing the Button" --explains how the world will not be able to deter Iran from using a weapon. "Americans and Europeans are really uncomfortable with the idea of holy war and mass murder for religious reasons," Cliff May says in the film. "Because they can't imagine that for themselves, they also can't imagine that others behave that way. But this is a failure of imagination." It ends with the narrator saying: "Now is the time for action. Americans, Iranians and members of the free world now have a choice; to stand idly by or stand up and take part in Iran's new revolution."According to Clifton and Gharib (2011) "Iranium fits nicely into Clarion's oeuvre" and like the producers' previous movies, it portrays a clash of civilizations, and propagates the warmongering ideology of American neo-conservatives. It terrifies the viewers of the Muslims' endorsement of martyrdom, and portrays their so-called irrational hatred toward Israel as key to understanding the anger and frustration voiced by Muslim countries against the United States and states that the only way to stop the Muslims, especially Iranians, is to wage a war against them. The extract selected for the analysis is the third chapter of the film, 30 Years of Terror, where the interviewees make some unsubstantiated claims about Iran's support for terrorism and try to persuade the viewers that all the terrorist attacks around the world are traced back to Iran.
Thirty Years of Terror
Narrator: For over 30 years, the regime has used International terror in its struggle to spread Khomeini's revolution.
Kenneth Timmerman: When you look at the Iranian government terrorist, what you understand is that from the very beginning of this regime in January of 1979, they considered terrorism as a tool of policy. 
CDA of the Movie
This film advertised as documentary, is based on the incomprehensible and in large part baseless and unproven assertions of the interviewees. A true documentary aims at informing and enlightenment, while this movie aims at obfuscation and misleading. "It seems that those who attempt such propaganda films must be truly aiming at the demented", who don't have any access to the world of information, "or those who through the indolence of their minds readily accept falsehoods for truth" (Ordibehesht, 2011) . Hearing an Iranian actress, Shohreh Aghdashloo, conscientiously reading out loud 60 minutes of accusations and fabrications against her homeland, written and supported by a group of hardliners, including some other Iranians and Arabs, who are urging the public that Iran must be bombed points to the fact that "the U.S. empire now banks on a pedigree of comprador intellectuals, homeless minds and guns for hire" (Dabashi, 2006) .
In the beginning of this chapter, the narrator generalizes her claim that "for over 30 years, the regime has used International terror", which is an instance of derogation. Timmerman says, "when you look at the Iranian government terrorist, what you understand is that from the very beginning of this regime in January of 1979, they considered terrorism as a tool of policy" which is an instance of presupposition, derogation, victimization, and polarization. He presupposes that the 'Iranian government terrorist' is so widespread that the viewer knows about it and disparages the Iranian foreign policy by accusing the 'regime' of utilizing 'terrorism' as a tool. He also generalizes his point from the 'very beginning' of the revolution to this date. Eliot Engel who is supposedly a democratic congressman states that, "we know that Iran is the leading sponsor of terrorism around the world." He doesn't state how he has obtained such information and this is just of a sample of the bulk of unverified assertions of the interviewees. Walid Phares, an Arab author says, "the Iranian regime has an endless number of proxy organizations, beginning with the big ones such as Hezbollah" which is an instance of hyperbole. Using the word 'endless' aggrandizes the situation and warns the viewer of the following threats. Another ideological ploy used in the statement is presupposition, in which the speaker presupposes that the viewer already knows that Hezbollah is connected to Iran. Timmerman describes Hezbollah as a 'cut out' who "could independently carry out terrorist attacks with no fingerprints back to Tehran." Here the speaker intends to manipulate the viewer by using the strategies of implication and vagueness. It implies that both Hezbollah and Iran are responsible for all the terrorist attacks and it is not also clear what attacks can really be traced back to Tehran.
The narrator then accuses Hezbollah of two 'deadly' terrorist attacks during the Lebanese Civil War: "Hezbollah wasted little time before striking American installations"; "Hezbollah's next attack would prove even more deadly. Attacking multi-national peace keeping forces stationed in Beirut." What is apparently evident in the above-mentioned statements is the unverified assertions made about Hezbollah, which is an instance of falsification. To the present day, the accusations against Hezbollah about its alleged attacks to the U.S. Embassy and Barracks in Beirut have not been proved. The other point is that, an attack on the military soldiers during a war is never called a terrorist attack, especially the invading forces that have occupied one's land. The term 'peace keeping forces' used to describe American invading forces stationed in Beirut is an instance of euphemization and positive self-representation or in-group favoritism and calling Hezbollah and Iranians as terrorists is an instance of negative other-representation or out-group derogation. The other interviewee says, "the dead point this had been the largest non-nuclear explosion ever recorded" which is another instance of hyperbole and falsification. One of the largest non-nuclear explosions in the history of mankind ever to occur was in 1917 up in Halifax, Nova Scotia. "The Mont-Blanc was a big ship carrying a lot of extremely dangerous cargo --almost 3,000 tons of munitions bound for the war that was then tearing Europe apart. Approximately 2,000 people died from the explosion and another 9,000 were injured" (Christian, 2008 full list of the explosions see Christian (2008) ].
In the following statements, ABC News reporter states that, "despite repeated proclamations that terrorists won't affect U.S. foreign policy Muslim forces in Lebanon achieved their goal when Reagan withdraws all 1400 marines to the safety of offshore ships." Here, the speaker implicitly compares Muslim forces to terrorists, which is an instance of implication and comparison. Timmerman continues: "You've got a whole series of hostage takings in the 1980s" which is again an instance of vagueness and generalization. Clare Lopez completes the string of unfounded and unsubstantiated allegations and says:
You had attacks in the early 1990s, 1992 Buenos Aires against the Israeli embassy, 1994 against the Jewish cultural center in Buenos Aires. 1996 against Khobar Towers, 1998 Iran was involved with Al-Qaeda and Hezbollah in the East Africa Embassy bombings of Nairobi and Dar es Salaam. In the year 2000 Iran was involved with Hezbollah and Al-Qaeda again against the USS Cole. You've got the attacks against Riyadh and so forth. We know from the 9/11 commission report that Iran provided substantial material support to the hijackers who would launch the 9/11 attacks in the United States.
To respond to all these false and groundless accusations and reveal the absurdity of the arguments is totally beyond the scope of this article but for more information and an in-depth analysis and response to the arraignments and incriminating remarks made in the film see Porter (2008a Porter ( , 2008b Porter ( , 2009 . What is really facetious about the remarks is that the speaker blatantly connects Iran to Taliban and subsequently to the 9/11 attacks. The 9/11 Commission report states that: "Iran has implemented several widely publicized efforts to shut down al-Qaeda cells operating within its country" ("9-11 Commission Report," 2004) and there is not any indication of Iran's support for the hijackers. Besides, Iranians have never accepted Taliban as a legitimate Islamist group and have always supported the anti-Taliban movement in Afghanistan, e.g., Ahmad Shah Massoud who led resistance against the Taliban regime between 1996 and 2001. After the Taliban took power in 1996, Iran's supreme leader denounced the group as an 'affront' to Islam ("Policy of Iran's Supreme Leader," 2012), and "the killing of eleven Iranian diplomats and truck drivers in 1998 almost triggered a military conflict" (Bruno & Beehner, 2009 ). The last but not least, is that in all the above-stated claims Clare Lopez has utilized the semantic strategy of evidentiality. The speaker has supposedly provided some evidence to persuade the viewer that Iranians are monstrous creatures responsible for all the terrorist attacks occurred during the last decades.
The interviewees continue their opprobrious verbiage and Dore Gold says: "There is clearly a direct connection between the Iranian petroleum and gas industry and its support for global terrorism." Here the speaker disguises his claim as a proven fact and does not provide anything to support his argument which is an instance of vagueness. Another interviewee, based on the Gold's claim, states, "they sent that money to Hamas in Gaza and they sent that money to Nasrollah in Lebanon. Hezbollah in Lebanon used to receive 300 million dollars a year. After 2006 according to open sources they have been receiving close to one billion dollars a year." These sentences can be regarded as exemplars of falsification and number game. The speaker has used such big numbers to indicate objectivity that Iran is spending a lot of money on terrorism and increase the credibility of his statement. In the same vein, Timmerman gives it his best shot and says: "they work with just about every Islamist terrorist group in the world" which is an instance of generalization, victimization and derogation. 'Terrorist' is used in conjunction with the word Islam to strengthen the producers' objective which appears to be to naturalize the ideology of the link between Islam and terrorism. This is no doubt a very direct instance of negative other-representation.
After presenting a sketchy and distorted historical account, the interviewees talk about the present confrontations of U.S. with Iran in Iraq and Afghanistan. The film shows Gen. David Petraeus, the commander of Multi-National Forces in Iraq, briefing reporters on the issue of Iran's involvement in attacks against the invading forces in Iraq. He says: "It is increasingly apparent to both Coalition and Iraqi leaders that Iran through the use of Quds Force seeks to turn the Iraqi special groups into a Hezbollah like force to serve its interests and fight a proxy war against the Iraqi state and Coalition Forces in Iraq." Showing the General's speech in the film is an instance of the semantic strategy of authority, which the producers have used to legitimize their allegations and accusations against Iran. The General's speech itself is again an instance of falsification and victimization. He does not provide any proof to support his claims and by the use of intensifiers 'it is increasingly apparent' tries to prove his assertion, a direct instance of lexicalization. Then the film shows Fox News report about EFPs or (Explosively Formed Penetrators) which is claimed that these weapons "can be directly tied to Tehran", again an absurd and groundless allegation and one more instance of evidentiality and falsification. EFPs were first developed during the World War II and they are regarded as improvised explosive devices which can be easily built everywhere with a simple knowledge of weaponry ("Explosively formed penetrators," 2012).
Another instance of authority, falsification, generalization and number game is Lt.Gen. Thomas Mcinerney's claim that Iranians are "responsible for at least the death of 500 Americans and now they are moving them over to Afghanistan." Quoting a General who is supposedly an expert in the field and knows about the casualties of the war, with the provided numbers, will not let the viewer doubt the credibility and validity of the statements. Using the word 'at least' to imply the high rate of the casualties is an instance of lexicalization. And finally their last orchestrated effort in this chapter to denigrate and disparage the image of Iranians is to relate all the atrocities and abominations of Talibans to Iranians. CNN Reporter says: "Iran has gone beyond giving weapons to the Taliban. The Iranians are helping train the Taliban fighters in the use of small arms and they are doing some of that training inside Iran." As discussed earlier in the text, connecting Taliban to Iran is an outrageous verbiage and utterly nonsensical; and can be regarded as another instance of victimization and falsification. As some of the American experts have repeatedly stated "the weapons could have been smuggled into Afghanistan via various third-party channels" or "arms factories in Pakistan's North West Frontier Province" that make copies of the Iranian weapons could have sent the weapons to Talibans (Slavin, 2005) . Dore Gold, the Israeli hard-liner, finishes this chapter by identifying the Grand Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini as the "one who sparked the current wave of global Islamic terrorism" throughout the world; which is an instance of actor description, derogation, generalization and victimization. Again the derogatory words 'spark' and 'terrorism' are all instruments of negative other representation.
The CDA of this film has provided some ideologically significant points regarding "the effectiveness of language in distorting realities, vilifying certain people and mentalities" (Rahimi & Sahragard, 2007:102) . The surprising number of derogatory and pejorative terms used is expressive of the producer's indignation and disgust with Muslims, especially Iranians. A disproportionately high number of derogatory words, in a short extract of the movie, have been employed to humiliate, criticize and stigmatize the Iranians. The repercussions of mounting a smear campaign of fear-mongering and disinformation against a nation and its people are dreadful and it poses "a mortal threat to the lives and the well-being of millions of innocent Iranians who seem to have now become the targets of yet another war of aggression that appears to be in the making" (Ordibehesht, 2011) . 
Discussion
Response to the first research question:
Using the CDA framework (Van Dijk, 2004) , in analyzing the movie revealed an extensive use of the semantic discursive strategies of positive self-representation and negative other-representation by the movie producers which was made possible through other discursive strategies such as actor description, derogation, euphemization, and evidentiality. Negative other-representation as a semantic macro-strategy which is usually complimentary to positive self-presentation has been used to enlarge the Iranians' deficiencies or even ordinary characteristics (them). Throughout the movie, the speakers have repeatedly used derogatory terms and phrases which are usually accompanied with other semantic strategies like lexicalization, hyperbole, irony and polarization. In the Iranium the Iranians are bombarded with a wave of malicious remarks and contemptuous assertions. Using a derogatory term such as 'defiant president', in the beginning of the film, to describe the Iranian president who is the representative of a nation establishes the tone of the film which soon proves to be belligerent and aggressive. Response to the second research question:
Ideology is simply a "system of ideas, beliefs, values, attitudes, and categories by reference to which a person, a group or society perceives, comprehends and interprets the world" (Oktar, 2001: 313-14) . In this sense, ideologies define a person's position in the society and their perspective toward the world. According to Van Dijk (1995b) an ideology is a self-serving schema or a frame for the representation of us and them as social groups, and reflects the fundamental, social, economic, political and cultural interests or conflicts between us and them. Van Dijk (1995a) believes that a theory of ideology should be multidisciplinary and his approach to ideology relates cognition, society and discourse together. Ideologies play an undeniable role in the symbolic field of thought and belief, i.e. cognition, and they are usually associated with group interests, conflicts or struggles. The primary functions of ideologies in a society such as manipulation and concealment are mostly discursive social practices; therefore, language plays a significant role in the expression and the reproduction of ideologies. Owing to the fact that language performs within the social systems and institutions, it tends to reflect and construct ideology. (Van Dijk, 1995b) . Therefore, to understand what ideologies are and how they work, it is necessary to "investigate their discursive manifestations for the fact that discursive practices are embedded in social structures, which are mostly constructed, validated, naturalized, evaluated and legitimized in and through language, i.e. discourse" (Rahimi & Sahragard, 2006:129) .
Within the framework of this article, (Van Dijk, 2004) , the in-group favoritism vs. out-group derogation was investigated in the selected movie to demystify the relations between discourse and ideology as represented in the euphemization and derogation procedures in the discourse of the movie. The viewers make general inferences based on such discourse and construct mental models of Iranians as Muslims and terrorists. Then they generalize these inferences with their own basic opinions about the related ideological groups. Therefore this article has made an attempt to investigate the significant role of the media in reproduction and dissemination of ideologies among people with a focus on the anti-Iranian sentiment in Western movies.
Conclusion
The findings revealed that the producers of the Iranium, made an extensive use of the perplexing power of the semantic components of the language in their arguments to support or reject an ideology. It was also proved that the production of an argument, according to Rahimi and Sahragard (2006) , is truly affected by the positive and negative meanings of the words and their impact on the audience. The breakthrough made in this research substantiated the claim that Critical Discourse Analysis is the proper way of detecting the hidden ideologies of discourse and revealing the discursive structures and manipulative language of the speakers/writers. The dichotomy of in-group vs. out-group, based on the Van Djik's framework (2004), proved to be a very effective discursive strategy at the disposal of the movie makers. It also showed that language can be used as a weapon to attack a nation and represent a distorted and unrealistic image of their history, culture and ideologies. The huge power of the words in appealing to emotions, manipulating one's thought and behavior and misrepresenting the realities has manifested itself in the CDA conducted on the discourse of the selected movie. The manipulation of the audience into believing the speakers' ideologies and distortions of the facts have been masterfully attained in this movie and it was revealed that the main purpose of the movie makers had been the naturalization of such ideological attitudes into the subliminal knowledge of the viewers. The findings of this study, thus, add to the bulk of research done in the field of CDA and suggest the pervasiveness of these strategies in the discourse of the media.
